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STEPHEN C. SIU, Administrative Patent Judges. 

THOMAS, Administrative Patent Judge. 



DECISION ON APPEAL 

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from a final rejection 
of claims 1-21 and 23-28, which are all the claims remaining in the 

1 Application filed September 27, 2004. The real party in interest is 
Bio Wisdom Limited. 
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application, as claim 22 is cancelled. We have jurisdiction under 
35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 
We affirm. 



A. INVENTION 

Appellants invented a system and method for searching a plurality of 
information databases for records related to an input search term. The 
method comprises selecting a group of related search terms containing the 
input search term from a search database of terms arranged in predefined 
groups according to their relationship with one another. (Spec, Abstract.) 

B. ILLUSTRATIVE CLAIM 
The appeal contains claims 1-21 and 23-28. Claims 1 and 23 are 
independent claims. Claim 1 is illustrative: 

1. A method of searching a plurality of information 
databases for records related to an input term, comprising: 

selecting a group of related search terms containing the 
input search term, from a search database of terms arranged in 
predefined groups according to their relationship with one another, 
wherein each term is present within one or more of the information 
databases; 

searching for terms from the selected group within a data 
repository comprising selected data previously extracted from the 
records of each information database, to identify corresponding 
records within the information databases which contain the terms 
within the selected group, the selected data from the plurality of 
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information databases being semantically normalized in the data 
repository and being manipulated in the data repository to speed 
querying in the data repository relative to the plurality of information 
databases; and 

displaying at least some of the corresponding records to a 

user. 

C. REFERENCES 

The references relied upon by the Examiner as evidence in rejecting 

the claims on appeal are as follows: 

Hazlehurst US 5,974,412 Oct. 26, 1999 

Cappi US 2002/0038308 Al Mar. 28, 2002 

Chappell, David, Understanding.Net: A Tutorial and Analysis, ISBN: 
0201741628, January 31, 2002, p. 246-262. 

D. REJECTION 

The Examiner entered the following rejection which is before us for 
review: 

Claims 1-21 and 23-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cappi in view of Chappell and further in view of 
Hazlehurst. 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT 
The following findings of fact (FF) are supported by a preponderance 
of the evidence. 
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Hazlehurst 

1. Hazlehurst discloses that "[t]he system then delivers information to 
users based upon similarity measures applied to the representation of the 
objects in these information spaces." (Abstract.) 

2. In Hazlehurst, "[t]he evolutionary framework also makes the 
system more effective at locating the most relevant documents by refining 
the semantic structure generated through retention of good documents." 
(Col. 2, 11. 34-37.) 

III. PRINCIPLES OF LAW 

"What matters is the objective reach of the claim. If the claim extends 
to what is obvious, it is invalid under § 103." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 
550 U.S. 398, 419 (2007). To be nonobvious, an improvement must be 
"more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to their 
established functions." Id. at 417. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Grouping of Claims 

In the Brief: 

Appellants argue claims 1-21 and 23-28 as a group (App. Br. 3-5). 
For claims 2-21 and 23-28, Appellants repeat the same argument made for 
claim 1. We will, therefore, treat claims 2-21 and 23-28 as standing or 
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falling with claim 1. See 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(vii). See also In re Young, 
927 F.2d 588, 590 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The Obviousness Rejection 
We now consider the Examiner's rejection of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Appellants contend that "[t]he disclosure of Hazlehurst has nothing to 
do with the semantic normalization of data or of concepts." (App. Br. 4) 
Appellants further contend that "the semantic normalization is not a 
semantic normalization of the data themselves, as the Examiner's Answer 
itself sets forth that concept." (Reply Br. 2.) 

The Examiner found that "[i]t is clear that semantic structure is 
refined in Hazlehurst , which reads on the selected data being semantically 
normalized." (Ans. 14.) 

Issue: Have Appellants shown that the Examiner erred in finding that 
Hazlehurst discloses "the selected data from the plurality of information 
databases being semantically normalized in the data repository" (Claim 1)? 

Here, the only disputed teachings are found in the Hazlehurst 
reference. Thus, our findings shall be limited thereto. Initially, we note that 
contrary to Appellants' arguments that Hazlehurst has nothing to do with 
5 
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semantic normalization (App. Br. 4), we find that Hazlehurst clearly 
discloses applying similarity measures, including refining semantic 
structures (FF 1-2). Appellants have not shown how Hazlehurst' s semantic 
restructuring is distinguishable from the claimed "semantically normalized." 

For example, Appellants' Specification describes "semantic meta- 
data" as providing alternative terms for data such as synonyms or cross- 
reference (Spec, 9, 1. 34 to 10, 1. 2). Consistent with this disclosure, 
Hazlehurst discloses "similarity measures" being applied to data (FF 1). 
Furthermore, we find that the claimed term "selected data" reads on any data 
(vectors or otherwise). Appellants' claim 1 does not limit the "data" to any 
particular type. Here, Hazlehurst discloses "information spaces" and 
"representation of the objects" in theses information spaces (FF 1), which 
we find are directly linked to the data in the databases. Thus, we find that 
Hazlehurst discloses "data" being "semantically normalized" (directly or 
indirectly) in the data repository. 

As to the other recited elements of claim 1 , Appellants provide no 
argument to dispute that the Examiner has correctly shown where all these 
claimed elements appear in the prior art. Thus, we deem those arguments 
waived. See 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(vii) (2004). 

Thus, Appellants have not persuaded us of error in the Examiner's 
conclusion of obviousness for representative claim 1. Therefore, we affirm 
the Examiner's § 103 rejection of independent claim 1 and of claims 2-21 
and 23-28, which fall therewith. 
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V. CONCLUSION 
We conclude that Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred 
in rejecting claims 1-21 and 23-28. 

Thus, claims 1-21 and 23-28 are not patentable. 

VI. DECISION 

In view of the foregoing discussion, we affirm the Examiner's 
rejection of claims 1-21 and 23-28. 

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. §1.1 36(a). See 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.136(a)(l)(iv) (2009). 

AFFIRMED 
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